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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Title: U.S. Military Policy for Third World Conflicts: Is It Working
In E1 Salvador?

Author: Paul J. Lambert, Colonel, USAF

“ Since World War II all conflicts in which the United States has
been involved have occurred in the Third World. Vietnam caused the
United States to seriously question and 1limit the direct use of
American combat forces in "small wars." E1 Salvador represents the
first major test of a military policy that stresses military support of
friendly threatened nations without direct U.S. combat involvement. As
such, the evolving military policy is the model that will be applied in
future U.S. interventions. This study examines the development of this
indirect strategy and its application in ET Sailvador. The author
argues that the present U.S. defense structure is poorly organized to
carry out an indirect strategy; that U.S. preoccupation with the
operational dimensions of warfare diminishes the attention to the basic
support mission; that important logistical factors are ignored; and
that current security assistance legislation and procedural constraints
inhibit successful implementation of policy. The final chapter offers
an assessment of U.S. policy and makes specific recommendations to

improve U.S. military efforts in E1 Salvador and future "small wars."”
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION
The externally supported guerrilla insurgency that confronts us

in E1 Salvador and elsewhere in Central America is really a new
kind of war. It differs as much from indigenous revolts as it does
from cgnventiona] wars. It is more complex, both in concept and in
execution.

Dr Henry Kissinger

National Bipartisan Commission

on Central America, January 1984

The Nixon "Guam Doctrine" of 1969 heralded a new direction for
American foreign and military policy. Originally intended to apply to
Asian countries, specifically Vietnam, it was later expanded to include
all Third World nations. (82:1-19) No longer were Americans to fight
and die in dirty little wars. Rather, the United States would provide
the necessary military assistance for threatened nations to defend
themselves, or as Ambassador Ellsworth Bunker phrased it, there would
be "a changing of the color of the corpses." (79:115)

E1 Salvador represents the first major test of this new policy
since Vietnam. During the past 9 years the United States has provided
E1 Salvador with more than $3 billion in economic and miiitary aid.
This small country, the smallest on the Western Hemisphere mainland, is
now the fifth largest recipient of U.S. security assistance. (57:14)
The administration claims that E1 Salvador is a success, that communism
has been stopped without the direct application of U.S. combat force.

Critics point out that the insurgents are still active and that, if

anything, U.S. support has only dragged out a bloody civil war.




The question of the effectiveness of U.S. military policy for
E1 Salvador and what implications this military policy has for future
U.S. involvement in "small wars" will be addressed in four steps.

First, 1low-intensity conflict (LIC) and the evolving U.S.
military policy for Third World conflicts will be reviewed to establish
the basis for present policy. This section will show how the Vietnam
experience colored American perceptions and made it more difficult to
employ U.S. combat forces overseas. It will also address the
limitations and drawbacks associated with the direct use of U.S. combat
forces compared with the indirect strategy of only providing military
support to host country military forces. In addition, the military and
political structure used by the U.S. government to administer the
various security assistance programs will be examined to determine if
it is effectively organized to carry out the indirect support policy.

The second step will be to Took at the present situation in
Central America and E1 Salvador to determine the nature of the
Tow-intensity conflict that the United States 1is attempting to
influence. This will be accomplished by analyzing the political,
economic, and social elements contributing to the current instability
from both a country and a regional viewpoint. This approach is
important, for the study argues that the United States is involived in
E1 Salvador primarily to protect regional interests rather than
specific country interests and that U.S. involvement in E1 Salvador is

a "modei" that could be applicable to other Third World conflicts.




Once the nature of the TJlow-intensity conflict and U.S.
interests and objectives in E1 Salvador have been established, the
study will analyze the implementation of the wvarious military
assistance programs in E1 Salvador by addressing the following
questions:

- How has the composition and quality of El Salvador's Armed
Forces (ESAF) responded to U.S. assistance?

- How have the insurgents reacted to the influx of U.S.
military aid?

- Is the U.S. military properly organized to respond to the
indirect role of providing support to E1 Salvador?

- Has the U.S. military developed the proper perspective to
play a support role (instead of a direct combat role) in the ongoing
conflict?

- What effects do current legal and administrative constraints
have on U.S. efforts to support the ESAF?

Finally, in light of the analysis of the implementation of U.S.
military assistance presented in step three, the various dimensions of
U.S. mititary policy will be assessed to determine the effectiveness of
U.S. military policy in E1 Salvador. This will be followed by specific
recommendations to improve certain aspects of this policy.

Basicaliy, what happens in E1 Salvador is important for reasons
beyond the immediate situation. Attempts to stabilize the government
and obtain an outcome favorabie to the United States can provide
insights, as they did in Vietnam, into how America can best influence
world events. From this perspective, the military policy that emerges

from E1 Salvador will have relevance to future Third World conflicts.




CHAPTER II
U.S. MILITARY STRATEGY FOR THIRD WORLD CONFLICTS
Al1 planning, particularly strategic planning, must pay
attention to the character of contemporary warfare. . . . The
stubborn resistance of the Spanish, marred as it was by weakness
and inadequacy in particulars, showed what can be accomplished by
arming a people and by insurrection.

Carl Von Clausewitz
On War

Throughout its history the United States has preferred to
protect is physical security and national security interests directly.
That is, when diplomatic efforts failed to achieve U.S. objectives,
America was willing to engage its combat strength (or the threat of it)
to reach a favorable solution.

Vietnam, however, represented a watershed event for our nation;
the United States was unable to impose its will in what should have
been a minor conflict. The ramifications of that war continue to
reshape military policy.

Today the United States faces significant problems in
developing appropriate military doctrine, strategy, and employment
options for combatting low-intensity conflict in the Third World. This
nrecess is complicated because the U.S. must be prepared to follow two
separate paths, The first, direct use of U.S. combat forces, has
become less desirable because of the Vietnam experience. The second
path, indirect application of military force, relies on the host
government to do the fighting, with L.S. support. This chapter looks
at these options in light of the nature of the threat that confronts
the United States in the Third World.
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Low-Intensity Conflict

During the last 40 years, most armed conflicts in the world and
indeed all of the conflicts in which the United States has been
involved, directly with combat forces or indirectly through military
assistance, have been in the Third World. (86:1) Moreover, since
Frank1lin Roosevelt, all American presidents have left office stained in
some way by policies that they pursued in the Third World. Examples
include Lyndon Johnson's failure to run for reelection because of
Vietnam; Jimmy Carter's foreign pclicy setback in Iran; John Kennedy's
Bay of Pigs fiasco; and most recently Ronald Reagan's arms-for-hostages
scandal involving Iran and U.S. support for the Contras in Nicaragua.
(64:117-118) Future presidents will undoubtedly face even greater
Third World challenges as Third World populations explode and the
economic gap between the North and South widens.

Most of the conflicts that occur in the Third World are at a
level referred to by the U.S. Army as "short of war." (14:2) Former
Secretary of State George Shultz commented during a conference on
low-intensity warfare that it is "one of the most pressing problems
facing U.S. foreign and defense policy." (23:1) He explained why U.S.
adversaries are turning to this form of warfare:

The idironic fact is, these new and elusive challenges have

proiiferated, in part, Cecause of our success in deterring nuclear
and conventional war. . . . Low-intensity warfare is their answer

to our conventionai and nuclear strength--a flanking maneuver, in
military terms. (23:1)




What exactly is low-intensity conflict? Although there are
many definitions, the one currently used by the Department of Defense
(DOD) is:

Low-intensity conflict is a limited politico-military struggle
to achieve political, social, economic, or psychological

objectives. It is often protracted and ranges from diplomatic,
economic, and psycho-social pressures through terrorism and
insurgency. Low-intensity conflict 1is generally confined to a

geographic area and is often characterized by constraints on the
weaponry, tactics, and the level of violence. (87:2)

In developing the specific strategies and tactics for U.S.
military forces, military doctrine has separated low-intensity conflict
into a number of categories or missions, They are:

(1) Counterinsurgency: Support to Third World governments

combatting insurgent threats, such as U.S. aid to E1 Salvador.

(2) Proinsurgency: Support of friendly insurgents

attempting to remove the current government. U.S. support of the
Afghan rebels and Nicaraguan contras are current examples.

(3) Peacetime contingency operations: Limited military

actions to project power. Examples include rescue missions (Grenada)
and power projection (Naval presence in the Persian Guif).

(4) Counterterrorism: Normally actions to punish,

prevent, or terminate terrorism. The U.S. retaliatory raid on Libya in
1986 is a good illustration.

(5) Peacekeeping operations: Usually to safeguard

cecase-fire agreements.

(6) Antidrug operations: A new mission for the U.S.

military. (54:55-74)




At times these categories will merge and overlap. For example,
in Central America, the United States 1is currently providing
counterinsurgency aid to E1 Salvador while giving limited proinsurgency
support to the Nicaraguan resistance. In March 1988, U.S. combat
forces were deployed to Honduras as a show of force when the Honduran
border was threatened by Nicaragua. The U.S. military will soon be
involved 1in antidrug operations in the region and maintains a
continuing capability to carry out counterterrorist operations, if
necessary.

Third world counterinsurgencies, such as the current struggle
in E1 Salvador, will continue to comprise the most significant
Tow-intensity threat for the foreseeable future. (54:75) Less
threatening, but more probable, than a conventional or nuclear
Soviet-American conflict, Jlow-intensity conflict can have cumulative
effects on U.S. power projection, basing rights, access to raw
materials, and standing as a leader in the world community. (72:13-14)
To meet these challenges the DOD is developing appropriate force
packages, equipment, policies, and roles for U.S. military forces.
What makes the normal development of strategy and tactics more
difficult for Jow-intensity warfare is the question of the direct or
indirect use of U.S. combat power.

Direct Strategy

Writing on U.S. defense strategy, former Secretary of Defense
Casper Weinberger outlined six tests that should be applied to a
specific situation before U.S. combat forces are committed abroad.

These may be summarized as:




(1) Do not commit combat forces wunless U.S. vital
interests are at stake.

(2) 1If combat forces are committed, use sufficient
personnel and equipment to win.

(3) If combat forces are committed, have well-defined
political and military objectives.

(4) Continually reassess and adjust forces as necessary.

(5) Gain bipartisan Congressional support and a public
consensus before committing combat forces.

(6) Only wuse U.S. combat forces as a last resort.
(95:687)

Secretary Weinberger prefaced these tests with comments on the
Vietnam war. He pointed out that in the early 1960s, limited war was
thought of as a diplomatic instrument, one which could be incrementally
intensified or eased to reach an acceptable settlement. (95:684) But
Vietnam undermined this perception in a number of ways. It aroused
public resistance to protracted U.S. military involvement. It
demonstrated the 1limits of U.S. power, especially in Third Worid
countries. And it resulted in several restrictions on the presidential
use of military forces abroad--such as the "War Powers Act." (23:3)
These observations lead to the question of what use, if any,

there is for U.S. combat forces in low-intensity conflict. From the
previous discussionon categories or missions of low-intensity conflict,

it appears that at 1least four of the six missions are appropriate




for U.S. combat forces. These are peacetime contingency operations,
counterterrorism, peacekeeping operations, and anti-drug operations.
These missions are the current object of intense Pentagon study and
review to develop appropriate doctrine, command and force structures,
and equipment to handle thenm.

The other two categories, counterinsurgency and proinsurgency,
appear less likely to have roles for U.S. combat forces because of the
Vietnam experience. However, even these missions are being reexamined
in the post-Vietnam environment. For example, Richard Nixon's "Guam

Doctrine,” discussed earlier, foresaw the limited use of offshore U.S.
Naval and Air Force combat forces. (79:116-117)

It can be expected that in the Third World the direct use of
U.S. combat troops will be limited to those situations in which they
can be employed "decisively, swiftly, and with discrimination." (86:25)

Overall strategy will emphasize using U.S. forces primarily in a

support role, complementing security assistance programs. (86:25-26)

Indirect Strategy

The United States strategy for low-intensity conflict states:

Our own military forces have demonstrated capabilities to
engage in TJow-intensity conflict, and these capabilities have
improved substantially in the last several years. But the most
appropriate application of U.S. military power is usually indirect
through security assistance--training, advisory help, logistic
support, and the supply of essential military equipment. (33:35)

This strategy recognizes an indirect application of U.S.
military force which differs significantly from the type of direct

warfare the U.S. military departments have traditionally planned. The

10




indirect strategy correctly recognizes that the root cause of most
insurgencies is the lack of political, economic, and social development
and that the primary reason for military assistance is to help the
government protect the people while root causes of instability are
corrected through internal solutions. (86:26)

Unfortunately, the United States government is not well
prepared to pursue the noncombat roles necessary to assist Third World
countries engaged 1in low-intensity conflict. (80:26-27) This
deficiency is due to several factors. First, since the American Civil
War (1861-65), U.S. military policy has assumed that war can be
conducted by bringing the right number of the best-equipped combat
forces to the battlefield and maintaining them for as 1long as
necessary. (46:976-978) Thus, U.S. military strategy has concentrated
on the operational dimensions of war; i.e., the tactics and strategy
necessary to win wars, treating the logistical dimensions as given.
(3:24) However, most Third World nations are confronted with monetary,
technological, and logistics infrastructure problems that often drive
support problems ahead of operational concerns.

Second, present security assistance laws were designed to
transfer military equipment to NATO and other Allies in peacetime, not
support Third World countries at war. (67:109) Countries with small
military infrastructures, such as El1 Salvador, have continual problems
translating wartime military requirements into the right equipment and
training support. These result, in part, from the bureaucratic checks

and balances built into the system to assure full cost accounting.
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U.S. security assistance, as with all U.S, foreign aid, is administered
by the State Department. Within DOD the Defense Security Assistance
Agency (DSAA) plans, r1ministers, and coordinates with the military
services to provide required services and equipment. (80:22-24)
DSAA's charter to recoup all costs and "balance the books" has made the
system more responsive to financial management than to warfighting.
Furthermore, because security assistance is often looked upon as
"extra work" by the military departments, foreign military forces do
not always receive the equivalent support given to U.S. combat forces
as a result of priority classifications and internal DOD management
direction. (71:30) Finally, the tendency to transfer wornout,
obsolete, or excess equipment often makes sustainability and long-term
support difficult. (36:38)

Third, the security assistance system is overly sensitive to
political concerns. This situation is caused, to a large degree, by
the federal oversights and approval structure governing security
assistance. Security assistance fund requests are contained in the
yearly "Presidential appropriations” rather than the 5-year DOD budget.
(32:21) As previously mentioned, foreign aid (including security
assistance) is administered by the State Department. As a result,
security assistance appropriation requests are considered by the
Foreign Relations Committees of Congress, not the Armed Services
Committees. This state of affairs makes it difficult for Congress to
arrive at an integrated national security consensus and long-term

strategy balancing the direct use of U.S. military force with the
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indirect use of friendly governments to meet threats to U.S. security
interests. (80:23-24) In addition, the security assistance budget
tends to become burdened with amendments and provisions that often seem
at odds with U.S. security aims. Some examples include restricting
security assistance from multiyear funding, withholding professional
training assistance to countries that fail to meet U.S. standards for
respect of human rights, and restrictions on the use of security
assistance funds for police/law-enforcement training. (77:21)

Finally, Americans are uncomfortable with wars in which they
have limited operational influence on the battlefield. This is perhaps
best demonstrated by U.S. preoccupation with advisory efforts versus
support efforts even when the value of American tactical advise is at

best questionable.
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CHAPTER III
THE SALVADORAN MODEL
The concerting of the power of the Soviet Union and Cuba to

extend their presence and influence into vulnerable areas of the
Western Hemisphere is a direct threat to U.S. security interests.

Dr Henry Kissinger

National Bipartisan

Commission on Central America

January 1984

From the review of U.S. military policy for Third World
conflicts presented in Chapter II, it can be surmised that political
considerations are driving the United States to an indirect military
policy, especially in situations that require a long-term commitment of
military power. E1 Salvador represents such a situation. It is the
first major test of the expanded "Nixon Doctrine" of supporting
threatened Third World countries without the direct use of U.S. combat
forces.

To understand the nature of the threat that the United States
is attempting to address in E1 Salvador, it is necessary to look at the
conflict from both a regional and a country perspective. This is
because the U.S. evaluates the rise or fall of most Third World nations
in terms of its regional impact. However, U.S. military policy has to
deal with the realities of conflict as they exist in a specific

country. In this regard El Salvador is representative of the type of

insurgency that the U.S. is likely to encounter in the Third World.

Regional Perspective

E1 Salvador, although of some strategic interest in itself,

does not Jjustify the financial, political, and military commitments
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that the United States is making. U.S. motives for involvement there
can be more clearly seen when looking at the region as a whole.

In an address to the nation in June 1986, President Ronald
Reagan outlined why the U.S. has vital interests in Central America.
They are summarized below:

- Over one-half of U.S. imports and exports travel through the
Central American/Caribbean Basin area.

- NATO is heavily dependent on the sea lanes around Central
America and the Panama Canal for resupply.

- Cuba is a significant military threat to Central America and
is turning Nicaragua into a Soviet military base.

- Communist aggression has the potential to spread throughout
Latin America. (28:2-3)

From a national security viewpoint the United States is also
concerned that continued Soviet military involvement in Central America
will encourage violence in the hemisphere, thereby necessitating the
devotion of increasing defense resources to the region and weakening
the ability of the United States to project power and defend other
interests. Aiso, continued defeats in Central America could create a
perception throughout the world that America is unable to influence
events even in its own backyard. (74:93)

Recognizing that the present crisis in Central America has no
single cause, the National Bipartisan Commission on Central America
(NBCCA) identified the continued poor performance of the region's

economies as the major factor that must be corrected to stop the
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general deterioration of the region. (22:11) However, the United
States must be careful not to blame itself for the economic
situation. Writing on why Latin America is poor, Michael Novak noted
that "it 1is odd, on the face of it, to blame the poverty of Latin
America on North American capitalism." (66:66) He points out that 200
years ago both cultures had relatively equal chances of succeeding in
the "New World," and if anything Latin America had greater
resources--gold, silver, favorable climate, etc. But during the last
two centuries North America has become the richer of the continents
because of its political, economic, and moral-cultural system.
(66:67-68)

The other magjor factor contributing to the persistent decline
of the region relates to the legitimacy of governments. (74:10-11)
Since the early 1800s when most Central American nations achieved
independence, they have been ruled by military regimes or
dictatorships. This situation has led to instability of past
governments and a lack of personal freedoms. (21:1-2) As the region
transitions to more open forms of government, the challenge facing the
United States is to ensure that the nations are free to choose for
themselves the type of government they want, without outside threats or
pressures. (74:12)

The NBCCA also stressed that meaningful economic and political
changes are impossible without improvements in the ability of friendly
governments to protect their populations from communist insurgency
threats. U.S. security assistance is the key that makes the protective

"security shield” possible. (17:15-16)
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Historically, however, U.S. foreign policy in Latin America has
not concentrated on improving the economic and social imtalances
between the North and the South. The fact is that U.S. policy toward
Latin America has been remarkably consistent since President James
Monroe proclaimed his doctrine in 1823. Its dominant feature has been
to exclude other great powers from the region. (15:341) This has
brought about a defensive, economy-of-force military strategy for the
region, according to which the United States has reacted only during a
crisis to reestablish the status quo. (96:27-29) Similarly, economic
and social development programs have only been introduced when
necessary to regain stability--i.e., President John Kennedy's Alliance
for Progress after Fidel Castro's emergence in Cuba and the Caribbean
Basin Initiative in reaction to the rise to power in Grenada and
Nicaragua of self-proclaimed Marxist-Leninist forces.
(6:67-69;34:479-491)

Rather than military strength per se, the United States has
depended on a positive political climate, military agreements, and
alliances such as the Organization of American States (0AS) for
regional security. This approach has been reinforced by the fact that
the region has been relatively isolated, and the individual countries
have had little power. Unfortunately, in recent years revolutionary
movements, Cuban and Soviet activism, and increasing economic and

social problems have all nad destabilizing effects. (44:9,219)
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U.S. military responsibility in the Central American region
belongs to U.S. Southern Command (SOUTHCOM), headquartered in Panama.
The overall mission of the command is to protect vital U.S. interests
by providing a stable Southern flank. (81:6) The approximately 10,000
U.S. military personnel 1in SOUTHCOM are primarily in place for
immediate defense of the Panama  Canal. (90:9) Direct military
operations in other Central American countries would undoubtedly
require their augmentation with other military forces. SOUTHCOM
manages the military portions of the various security assistance
programs through small military groups in selected countries. These
military personnel, plus the ambassador and his staff make up the

country team,

U.S. Interests and Policies in E1 Salvador

Looking from a regional perspective, the United States views El
Salvador as a battlefield in an East-West conflict. In a Department of
State report which became known as the Reagan "White Paper” on El
Salvador, the administration described the situation as a communist
insurgency: "Their (Soviet's) objective in E1 Salvador as elsewhere is
to bring about--at little cost to themselves--the overthrow of the
established government and the imposition of a Communist regime in
defiance of the will of the Salvadoran people.” (19:2)

This attitude led the first Reagan administration to emphasize
military assistance as the key to improving the Salvadoran situation.
While preventing a communist takeover, this strategy resulted in a
military stalemate with Tittle hope of a <clear victory.

(30:219;55:78;65:A-25) However, as the war dragged into the second
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Reagan administration, the complexity of low-intensity conflict became
more evident. In addition, the 1984 Report of the National Bipartisan
Commission on Central America (74) stressed the need for a
comprehensive package, combining security assistance with economic
development, diplomacy, and social reform. (24:1-2)

A brief review of E1 Salvador's political, economic, and
security problems highlights the intricate nature of the conflict.
After gaining independence from Spain in 1821, E1 Salvador developed
into a country of Tlarge coffee plantations. A strong oligarchy,
supported by a powerful military, became the dominant political power.
Despite an earlier communist uprising in 1932 in which approximately
30,000 peasants died, the government was not seriously threatened until
1979, when a small faction within the armed forces forced the
president, General Carlos Romere, to flee to Guatemala. A
revolutionary Jjunta was formed, with representation from the rival
political parties and the military. The junta collapsed in early 1980,
when promised reforms did not materialize. (43:91;92:2-5)

Careful U.S. nurturing of three national elections since 1982
has given E1 Salvador a new constitution and some basic political
freedoms. However, the majority of Salvadorans still live in poverty
and fear of violence from both the left and right. (56:32)

Economic problems will persist for E1 Salvador whatever the
political and military outcomes there. The civil war that has raged

since 1980 has wrecked the country's economy. (92:2-4) U.S. economric
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aid, which has amounted to more than $2 billion during the past 8
years, makes up now about 80 percent of the government's budget.
(52:402)

Even before the war E1 Salvador was burdened "with the most
rigid class structure and worst income inequality in all of Latin
America." (60:1084) With an area of 8,260 square miles (Map Appendix
I) E1 Salvador is the smallest country on the Western Hemisphere
mainland, but its population density is therlargest, 618 inhabitants
per square mile--greater than India‘s. (33:3-5;50:1-3) High
unemployment, 40 percent, and a large landless population also help to
make E1 Salvador an economic "basket case."

Recent history demonstrates how war, political unrest, and
natural disasters have contributed to E1 Salvador's economic woes.

- 1969: The "soccer war" with Honduras closed an emigration
safety valve and pushed the economy into a recession. (660:1085)

- 1972-1981: Terrorist activities--i.e., murder, bombings,
kidnappings, etc., by various guerrilla groups--forced an exodus of
foreign executives and diplomats. (69:81-90)

- 1981-1984: General civil war. Unified gquerrilla forces
attacked major military bases and controlled large portions of the
country, and there was talk of a “final offensive.” (7:XV-XX)
Widespread labor unrest caused a sharp decline in all sectors. GNP

declined at an average of 5 percent a year. (92:10-11)
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- 1986: A major earthquake hit the capital, San Salvador.
Approximately 300,000 people were left homeless. (50:1986-5) Damage to
the economy and private sector was estimated at more than $1 billion.
(91:682)

- 1984-present: Bolstered by U.S. military assistance, the
Salvadoran military has forced the guerrillas to abandon large-scale
military operations. Consequently, the guerrillas have focused their
attacks on the economic infrastructure; i.e., power production,
bridges, etc. (78:10) Guerrilla sabotage to the economy is estimated
at more than $2 billion. (37:422)

E1 Salvador's miltitary has a long history of involvement and
intervention in government affairs. It has traditionally
supported the Tlanded oligarchy. (35:33) Since 1900, moreover, the
military has intervened directly in the political process eight times.
(10:2-3) The military, however, has not stepped in to install or
support a dictator, like a Somoza. Rather, government rule itself has
centered in the military, with presidents coming from the officer
corps. (12:52-53)

The fact that the military has not intervened since 1979 is
probably the result of two factors. First, continuation of U.S. aid is
contingent on the formation of freely elected governments. Second, the
violent nature of the ongoing civil war has caused many military
officers to realize that a new political process is necessary if the
country is to survive. Nevertheless, it is clear that the military

still wields considerable influence over political affairs. Thus, how
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the military reacts to the necessary concessions in building a centrist
government will, to a large degree, determine the nation's ability to
survive.

Forces of Instability

There are many forces of instability in E1 Salvador that
threaten security. The most obvious is the guerrilla forces attempting
to overthrow the government. Others include the economic and political
problems previously discussed. Some factors are dependent on
perspective. For example, U.S. security assistance is viewed by some
as simply prolonging a bloody civil war. Two factors, however, deserve
more extended discussion.

Catholic "Liberation Theology," which developed 1in Latin
America in the 1960s and whicih 2 1ul ¥ priests and nuns in E1 Salvador
actively support is viewed by many as destabilizing, for it raises the
expectations of the poor and urges them to organize and change
their conditions. (62:B284) As one Catholic priest from £1 Salvador
expressed its message, "their hunger, their diseases, their infant
mortality, their unemployment, their unpaid wages, were not the will of
God, but the results of the greed of a few Salvadorans and their own
passivism." (7:67-69)

Right-wing death squads and repressive paramilitary forces such
as the Organizacion Democratica Nacionalists (ORDEN) have also played a
role in instability. They have served as quasi-official instruments of
control and revenge. (29:9-10) To be sure, there is some evidence in

Guatemala, for example--to suggest the effectiveness of repressive

22




force in low-intensity conflict. (48:582) Yet fundamental American
values of Jjustice and respect for human rights produce repulsion at
these measures, and, in fact, the United States has tied continued

assistance to meeting minimum human rights standards. (74:103-104)

The Guerrillas

Although the mountainous terrain and population density of E1l
Salvador is not conducive to the type of guerrilla warfare promoted by
Che Guevara, certain features of the political and economic situation
make it suited for a revolutionary guerrilla movement. For example, El
Salvador has no large middle class. Most peasants are engaged in
agriculture and do not own their own land. And, the Central government
was until recently very repressive. (40:397-399) Even though some
factors are missing, such as a strong dictator to attack or a
well-organized Marxist revolutionary party, Guevara noted . . . "it is
not necessary to wait until all conditions for making revolution exist;
the insurrection can create them." (40:47)

The evaluation of the five major guerrilla groups that sprang
up in £1 Salvador during the 1960s and 70s has been documented in many
other studies. Though they all have expressed a Marxist philosophy.
they initially operated independently, and at times competed with one
another for territory, recruits, and support. (13:14) They Jjoined
together in 1979, at the urging of Fidel Castro, as a precondition for
Soviet/Cuban aid. (25:5; 58:71-72) The result was the Farabundo Marti
National Liberation Front (FMLN), which became the coordinating

structure of the guerrilia forces and the Democratic Revolutionary
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Front (FDR), formed to unite the representatives of the various
left-wing political parties. (55:73)

Guerrilla combat strength has fallen from a higf} of 12,000 in
1982 to an estimated 6,000 in 1987. (91:692) Their goal continues to
be overthrow of the present government and establishment of a new

political and social order. (47:Al1)

E1 Salvador's Dilemma

Thus, E1 Salvador finds itself in a dilemma similar to many
other Third World countries, with no easy solutions. It has political,
military, and economic problems that are complex and interrelated.
Just as there 1is no pure military solution to the current conflict,

there are also no simple political or economic solutions.
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CHAPTER IV
APPLICATION OF U.S. MILITARY POL'CY
The Armed Forces of .. _..vador are doing what the

c1v111an authorities have been asking them to do--defending the
people and their country's increasingly democratic political

processes . . . . But this progress . . . will be stopped in its
tracks and could be reversed if U.S. support is cut off or
interrupted.

Langhorne A. Motley
Asst Secretary of State for Latin America
March 1984

So far this study has examined the nature of low-intensity
conflict; evolving U.S. military policy to confront this challenge; and
the regional and internal dynamics of the economic, political, and
military problems that the United States is attempting to correct in
E1 Salvador. We now turn to an analysis of the application of the
military policy.

The United States is providing military assistance to EI
Salvador to influence the outcome of the current conflict. As shown in
appendix II, this security assistance (military and economic) has grown
astonishingly since FY 80. In a 10-year period the United States will
have invested more than $3.5 billion in a country smaller than the
state of Vermont. As the administration is quick to point out,
economic aid accounts for about 70 percent of the assistance. However,
economic aid, in most cases, is only helping repair war damage and
aliowing the economy to survive. (76:80-%1)

This chapter analyzes the application of U.S. military policy

in £E1 Salvador; i.e., the indirect strategy of providing security
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assistance in 1lieu of combat forces. This military policy is
looked at from two perspectives. First, how has U.S. military
assistance influenced E! Salvador's armed forces an